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  ' BeM1fafrt   
saxa ° 	 DearKathleen: ' 
aa.iora 
aa~m 
em eais - 	 Peabody Midwest Mining, LLC ("Peabody") is in receipt of your letter of March 15 ;  2012 
6udepest  
caro 	 requesting a response from the Company to certain outstanding issues with respect to the 

F a~kr~n,"Man 	proposed Bear Run Mine Fugitive Dust Monitoring Plan ("Monitoring Plan") submitted by 
GanaYa - 	 Peabody in response to U,S: EPA's recent Section 114 Request for Information. 'I'his letter 
~a~ don 	 provides the additional information requested by the Agency and further responds to each 
Madna 	 open issue. With Agency concurrence; Peabody is prepared to proceed with the 
Mlen 	 . 	 . 	 .. 	 . 	. 	 . 	. 	 ... 	 . 

Mpeepr< 	 implementation ofthe proposed Monitoring Plan consistent with the accommodations 
M"n" Pede 	 provided in this letter. ' 
PreBUe 
R yadn  
flome 	As a general matter, Peabody remains troubled by the Agency's apparent insistence on 
St, Petersbur9 	 Peabod s ursuit of an exceedin 1 broad and cost! monitorin initiative in copnection  stoexi;aim 	 Y' P 	 g Y 	 Y 	 g 
Vianne 	 with this Section 114 request. The Agency's Section 114 authority is tiofunlimited and any - 
u~ , 	 request for information, especially one involving tfie implementation of fature monitoring 
ae" „ g SeuSR 	and analysis, must be appropriately scoped and may not impose undue time, cost and 
a—ma. 	 resource burdens on a regulated entity:' In this case, the initial monitoripg program requested 
e~„a 	 by U.S. EPA will'cost as mucb as $400,000 and take over a year to implement. This level of 
a.a.eni ree 	effort is unreasonable and unduly burdensome, especially as directed atan issue where the 
Caracaa       

cmeae 	 Indiana Department of Environmental Management ("IDEM"), U.S. EPA's approved 
Da"a° -' 	 ermittin and enforcement authorit has ex ressl concluded that no violations of caaeaiaiaa 	 P 	g' 	 Y> 	P 	Y 
r;aertah 	 appCGcable regulatory requirements have been found to date. 

 Juatez- 	-   
MeticoCitY        
M'a ' 	 For itspart, bysubmittaI dated January 20, 2012, Peabody proposed a technicallyrigorous 

. Monterrey           
N. verk 	 Monitoring Plan consistent with both U.S. EPA practiee in the Region and specific direction 
'a'°""°  Potfo Aiagre 	 from IIIDEM. This Monitoring Plan is designed to provide U.S. EPA with exactly the type 
RoEeJanero 	 and level of inforrnation required to fulfill its purposes underthe CieanAir Act. As such, it 
san prae ~.w 	is appropriate, properly scoped and, under any construct, fulfills the language, intentand 
sanr,aaa 	 purposes of Section 114. As set forth below; Peabody recognizes that additional or extended ' 
SaoPeulo 	 --   
niaan e 	 monitoring commitments may be requestedby U.S. EPA in light of the results of the 

.. 	Toromo  

. . 	.vaianda'. 	 . 	 . .. 

... 	wasn hsron  Dc 	 . . 	 . 	 . 	 . 
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monitoring conducted by Peabody as proposed in its Monitoring Plan. At present, though, 
the Monitoring Plan advanced by Peabody is fully responsive to the Agency's Sect'ron 114 
request. 

With respect to ttie speaific issues raised in your March 15 i°  correspondence, Peabody offers 
the following additional responsive information: 

Length of Monitoring Period 

Peabody's Monitoring Plan proposes four months of monitoring as opposed to the one year 
requested by U.S. EPA. Importantly, Peabody has'proposed to conduct the requested 
monitoring during the worst case Summer monitorine period when dust'emissions associated ' 
with mining opera6ons will be at their highest .leyels. As noted, Peabody is eognizant of the 
act t at, should this highly representative sampling period identify potential compliance 

concerns, the Agency wil e seekmg to expan the required scope of the monitonng ? 
program. For now, however; especially in light of IDEM's conclusions on the compliance ~ 
statusrof Peabody's operations, Peabody is entit ed to 1: 11: 1:e1 , 3 With tis initial rounci o 
monitoring without the additional cost and reso 	e commitments requested in your initial 
plan. 	 ? 

ln an effort to resolve this issue, Peabody is prepared to proceed with the monitoring set 
forth in its Monitoring Plan for the June through September time period. P' Upon completion 
of this initial round of monitoring, Peabod will commit to a!meeting with the A enc to 

iscuss the results of this roun 	of m~titorinQ and the site speei ic con itions eneountered 
during#he sampling period and the need for and appropr'iateness of additionaLmonitoxing 
beyond the September time frame. 

Process for Siting Monitors 

As Peabody explained in the proposed Monitoring Plan, an established process exists for 
determining the proper location of air monitors for any Clean Air Act emissions testiitg 
program. This process includes the assessment and analysis of a variety of criteria 
including numerous site specific considerations. In response to U.S. EPA's requestfor site , ~ 0 	o p y h 
monitoring, Peabody retained Bill Monnett of McVehil-Monnett Associates, lnc (`MMA")  
to prepare and implement the prop—  osed Monitoring;Plan. Mr.,Monnett has over 35 years of 

is experience conducting air emission monitoring at surface coal mining sites and 	a;  
a'M~ 

demonstrated expert in the development and implementation of effective air emissions cil 	t^~ 
~ monitoring programs for the'coal industry. 

To ensure Peabody's abilityto meet theproposed deadlines for commencement of ' 
monitoring as proposed in its Monitoring Plan, W. Monnett was directed to proceed with 
the monitoring site selection process. Enclosed as Appendix A is a summary report from 
MMA' briefly summarizing the process folIowed to identify proper monitoring loqations. As ' 

gite seleetionprocess followed 
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estabGshed reRulatory procedures and included a review by MMA of relevant wind roses and ' 
a comprehenstve stte msnechon o t e Bear Run Mme site by Mr. Monnett Conststent with ' 
U.S. EPA gutdance, Mr. Monnett considered a number of cri— e in devetoping appropriate 
monitoring sites during the on-site inspection of the Bear Run Mine; including the:need to 
site proposed rnonitoring locations in proximity to neighboring residences and the active 
mine site to capture maximum off-site pariiculate emission concentrations and at locations 
that were geographically appropriate and unimpeded by site limitations, including heavy 
forest cover confronted at the Bear Run Mine site. ` 

Included with the MMA report describing the site selection process is a detailed map 
showing the location of tlie proposed monitoring sites and on and off-site eatures o 
re evance o t e sitinR process e.g., neighboring residences, mine operations, etc.) ;As 
referenced in Appendix A; Mr. Monnett is confident that tlre siting process has properly sited 
the air monitors consistent with U.S. EPA mandated practices and thatthe identified 
monitorin¢ locations are perfectlYnlaced to assess worst case emissions from the mine given 
their proximity to neiLhboring res'rdences and the active minin areas. As noted in the 
MMA report 	MA did not rely on AERMOD modeling to locate the proposed ma?itoring 
sites: AERM011 models are ilI suited to applications such as large surface coal mines where 
an understandingbf site specific features and potential impacts are so importantYo the 
assessment process. Moreover, according to Mr. Monnett, any attempt to devise an accurate 
and reliable AERMOD modeling protocol for tfie Bear Run Mine would cost in the range of 
$50,000 to $100,000 to implement. As,explainedby Mr. Monitett, any AERMOD ' 
aonclusious would ultimately require site specific reassessment and yield results and 
proposed monitoring locations exactly where now proposed as a result of the MMA 
monitoring site selection process. 

Peabody is confident that the information provided in Appendix A summarizing the siting 
process as well as the associated maps depictmg the locations of these monitors (and their 
proximity to property boundaries, neighboring residences, the active pit and other relevant 
site features and constraints) will provide sufficient information for the Agency to concur 
Tegarding the appropriateness of chosen monitoring Iocations` Peabody will make Mr. 
Monnett available for additional discussion should you have any further questions on the 
monitoring site selection process. 

FRM v. FEM Monitors 

Peabody's Monitoring Plan proposes the use of Federal Reference Method ("FRM',') PM-10 
samplers for this monitoring program. 'There is a substantial additional cost associated with 
using the U.S. EPA requested FEM monitors -$15,000 for FRMs v. $75.000 for FEMs. 
Moreover, IDEM has indicated a preference for the use of FRM samplers as it continues to 

~y ¢ 	~ 	' 	question the accuracy of the FEM monttors. Finally, contrary to U.S. EPA's assertlons tn 
rda- ~ cL 	~ 	your 	arch 15 letter, t e FRM samplers are not only sufficient to determine compliance 

with the 24 hour standard, but continue to be recognized in Agency regulations as approved 

~ 	 Kathleen Schneiders ~ 	 . 	Page 3 .. 
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monitors for precisely the type of sampling proposed to be conducted under this Monitorrng 
Plan, See 40 CFR Part 50, Appendix J, Section 7.1 (PMI O Samper). 

Given the clear cost considerations, an TEupmfcrence  for FRM samplers, and the 
suitability of these samplers under the Agency's own regulations, the use of FRM monitors 

!Jp 	k~ t 	I 4  is appropriate and, justified here. As such, Peabody's proposal represents a proper response 
to the Agency's Section 114,request. 

\  Renortin¢  

©~ Peabody will provide data inlelectromc format as requested by U.S. EPA:' 

Lead Results and Sampline 

'The final issue raised by the Agency in your March 15" letter relates to data on the lead 
content of coal from the Bear Run Mine: Enclosed at Appendix B is a short memorandum 
from MMA eonfitming that the data provided by Peabody on monthly lead sampling for 
2011 is from coal producedat the Bear lRun Mine. The memorandum also responds to the 
other questions raised in your letter on the lead data provided with the original proposed 
Monitoring Plan. 'r 

Based on the information provided by Peabody on lead sainpling at the Bear Run Mine, 
Peabody reiterates its position in its initial response to the Section 114 request that no 
additional lead sampling of any kind is appropriate: As noted previously; the lead content in 
Bear Run Mine coal is below background soil concentrations'in Indiana soils. Additionally, 
as explained in Appendix B; MMA has calculated' lead conceqtrations associated with PM 
emissions at the Bear Run Mine. These ealculations clearly establish that the caleulated tons 
per year of lead emissions associated with the Bear Run Mine are well below any levels that 
would trigger regulatory action of any kind. This conclusion is of course consistent with the 
industry-wide regulation of PM emissions assoeiated with coal mining operations and the 
absence of any regulatory requirements to monitor lead concentrations associated with such 
emissions at coal mines across the United States. 

Peabody appreciates the opportunity to provide this response and U.S. EPA's considerafion 
ofthe`additional'informationprovided herein. Peabody has proposed a comprehensive and 
technically sound Monitoring Plan, with associated significant cost and resource 
commitments, in response to the Agency's Secfioq 114 request. Based on the nature of the 
request and the Gompany's desire to manage financial considerations and the interests of 
IDEM; as the responsible agency for regulation and enforcement of air emissions at the site, 
Peabody is confident that its proposed'Monitoring Plan fully satisfies is Pobligations to the 
Agency under its Secfion 114 authority.', Peabody is prepared to proceed with 
implementation of the proposed Monitoring Plan consistent with the additionai commitments 
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provided hereiri immediately upon approval by U.S. EPA. We are available to discuss any 
outstanding issties at your convenience. 

S~
r 3y;, 

, 

J n W. Watson 

cc: 	Mary Frontczak 

~ 	 CHIDMSI/3014744.1  
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APPEND[X A  ! 

MEMORANDUM 

TO 	 John Watson, Baker & McKenzie, LLP 

FROM: 	Bill Monnett, McVehd-MonnettAssociates, Inc. 

DATE: 	April4; 2012 

RE. 	 Ambient Monitoring Siting at Peabody Midwest Mining's (PMM) Bear Run Mine 

In accordance with Section 2.0 of the Bear Run Mine Fugitive Dust Monitoring Plan, dated January 20, 
2012 MoVehil-Monnett Associates, Inc ("MMA") has completed'-its technical review'of the Bear Run 
bperations for the purpose of selecting appropriate sites for the monitoring of maximum short:term 
concentrations of PMio as requested by U1S. EPA. Tliis technical review process included a thorough 
review ofavailable wind roses and other relevant information provitled by PMM and an inspecbon of the 
Bear Run Mine and surrounding site features and property. Per the directive of U.S. EPA Region V, two 
sites were to be selected in close proximity to the active pit area to assess worst case property line 
concentrations and a 3hird site was selected in a generally upwind direction to describe natural 
background'boncentrations being transported'into the mine 

Review of Wind Rose Data and Other Information 

tn furtherance of our technical review, MMA,representatives reviewed relevant and applicable five-year 
wind rose data from Lawrencevifle, Illinois (Attachment 1) While at the mine I was also provided 
maps/aerial photos stiowing PMM's land holdings, mine pit sequencing and locations of neigFiboring 
residences: 

Site Inspection 

The goal of the site inspection was to apply relevant wind rose and other data to uniquely site specific 
features and considerations to ensure the accurate siting of monitors to assess worst case site conditions 
and emissions from the mine operations. Consistenfwith regulatory guidance the bverriding objective 
was to identify candidate locations close to active mining areas, downwind of the active pit. Pursuant to 
EPA's Quality Assurance Handbook for Air Pollution' Measurement Systems, Volume' II. Ambient Air 
Specific Methods, those locations also needed to meet the fol}owing siting criteria: 

1. good exposure'to general wind flows'and unobstructed by trees or topographic features 
" 2. access controlled by or available to PMM 

3. reasonable access to hne power 
4 prozlmate to neighboringYesidences ' 

As one trravels into the mine site, it becemes immediately obv ous that the entire area outside the.mine 
boundary Is heavily treed, which-drast(cally,timits the number of'suitably exposedlopen sdes for PM, o  
monitoring In fact,:;the Greene Sullivan-State Forest backs the line ;of neighboring residences 
immediately east and downwind of the active pit (Pit 1- see Attachment 2) ,,In addition', State Highway 
189 and the radroad also parallel'the eastern Bear Run permitboundary, fiurther limiting suitable sites 
Armed with'that inforrnation a tour of the site was conducted around the mine perimeter with site 
representatives familiar with ownership/access status 

While the Lawrenceville wind rose shows a significant component of southerly wind, it is immediately 
apparent that PMM owns and controls property for over 1.5 mdes due north of the active pit. The nearest 



residences north of the active pit area are several miles away, while neighboring residences are as close 
as 1100 feet to the east of the active pit. 13ased on this detailed site'inspection, I was able to find two 
downwind sites and one upwind site meeting the requisite criteria These Jocations are shown in the 
attached map and described more fully below: 

The southernmost site (#1) is located just aff SN159 on an abandoned lot'now owned by PMM. , As 
referenced on the attached map,,this proposed monitoring site is immediatetyadjacent to several homes, 
a number of which are occupiedby residents who have Yegistered past complaints regarding dust impacts 
dur ng active mining operations." One such Yesidence is approximately 100 fieet north of the selected 
monitoring site Moreover, this site is but 1300 feet southeast of'the active pit and represents the closest 
practical Iocation to those emission-causing activities. ` 

The location selected for Site #2 is roughly 2500 feet northeast'of the active pit and,just north of the 
northernmost resident who has raised historical concerns regarding mining operationS and dust.-rThis 
location is very well suited to'measure concentrations from the strong southerly and southwesterly 
components shown in the Lawrenceville wind rose. 

Finally, I identified an upwind site (#3) on property controlled by PMM that sits approximately 4.0 mdes 
west/northwest of the'active pit. ; This site is wep'exposed to characterize background concentrations 
upwind of the PMM property. Italso offers an excellent location for the requisite 10-meter meteorological 
tower,  

Conclusions 

The technical review has successfiully identified the appropriate locations for proposed monitoring sites 
The chosen locations rely heavily on wind rose data and relevant site specific features and other relevant 
considerations, including access7ights toproperty and the availability of utilities. MMA is confident that 
the identified sites are properly located to determine any impacts on nearby residences and to assess 
maximum off-property PM, o  concentrations. The review and site inspection also confirmed that the 
presence of the active pit and off-site receptors makes the siting process straightfonaard, with the locabon 
of proper monitoring sites easily discernible. in Iight of these considerations and the outcome of the siting 
process, no technical'benefit will be gatned by' conducting additional modeling or other assessments, 
including the use of tfie very costly AERMOD modet proposed by U.S. EPA: Models such as AERMOD 
are notoriously poor lat characterizing either the magnitude or location of impacts from'complex sources 
tike a surface coal mine. Any modeling results would also need to be reassessed in'Iight of site specific 
considerations and off-site receptors and would lead back to the identified sites proposed in our}eview. 











MEMORANDUM 

TO 	John Watson, Baker & McKenzie, LLP ( 

FROM: 	Bill Monnett McVehil-MonnettAssociates, Inc. 

DATE. 	Apri14 2012 

RE: 	Peabody Midwest Mining, LLC Bear Run Mine - EPA Section 114 Request for 
Information 
Lead Analysis and Monitoring 

At your request this memorandum will respond to follow up questions from U.S. EPA regard ng the 
source and signifiicance of monthly lead content sampling data provided to the Agency in; connection with 
the submittal of the Bear Run Fugitive Dust'Monitoring Plan ("Morntoring P1an"), prepared by McVehil- 
Monnett Associates, Inc. {"MMA"), dated January 20; 2012, fori the Peabody Midwest Mining, LLC 
(','PMM') Bear Run mine Specifically, MMA prepared a memorandum,'dated January 10 2012, 
summarizing the results of lead sampling data for coal sourced from the Bear Run mine:' A copy of that 
memorandum is attached hereto as Appendix A. The Agency raised subsequent questions regarding the 
table of lead content data for the coal rincluded with the memorandum and I kewise requested 
confirmatiort that the data actuallyreflected coal data from Bear Run. 

By way of response, this memorandum will!confirm that the table summarizing lead data, which was 
provided to U.S. EPA with the Monatoring Plan, was prepared utilizing coai sampling tlata collected in 
2011 at the-8ear Run mine. Further, the abbrevjaUon 'TE" means Trace Element, and "STK" means 
Stoker Coat: These are not location references, but rather designations forthe analysis type and coal 
type 

On the issue of the appropriateness of additional lead'monitoring;at Bear Run beyond PMM's monthly 
coal sampling, MMA areiterates 'its conclusion in its January 1& memorandum that no additional 
monitoring or sampling is required or warranted as the`lead content in PMM's coal is below background 
lead concentrations in tndiana soils. Furthermore, MMA has calculated a reasonable wdrst case potential 
to emit for lead at the Bear Run mine based on the worst case particutate matter (' PM") emissions in the 
Bear Run permit and tfie average lead concentrations of Bear Run mine coal. As shown below, these 
calculations yield an annual potential to em tfor lead of 0i118 tons per year. 

The worst case particulate mattef (PM) emissions listed in the Bear Run permit are tbe uncontrolled 
unlimited PTE I sted in'Attachment'A (Emissions Calculations) un the permit 

Coai prep plant: 320.03 TPY',(source and fugitive) 
Coai mine: 	11.1b5.09 TPYifuaitive) 
Total 	11;475.12 TPY 

As shown by the lead data provided in Appendix B of our January 10 submittal, the average lead 
concentration of Bear? Run Mine coal is 10,25 ppm Using the average lead conceniration and 
uncontrolled; unlimited PM PTE, the lead PTE is 0.118 tons per year. 

The calculated PTE for lead at Bear Run ls well beldw concentrations that' would trigger any kind of 
federal or state regulatory action_"The only'regulatory ,requirement we find for lead monitoring is-in 40 
CFR Part 5$: This rule is applicable to state and local air agenc es setting up monitonng'networks; and to 
owners/operators of proposed Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) sources. While this rute is not 
in any way applicabie to Peabody's Bear Run facility (because Bear Run is not a malor' PSD source), it 
can be used as a benchmark for understanding at wtiat level an ;  agency rriight consider the need for 
poten6al monitoring. 40 CFR §58..10(a)(4) sets lead mohitoring requirements f4r certain sources emitting 
0:5 tons peryear lead or more. The Bear Run facility potential to:emt (PTE) for lead is well below this 
value. Therefore, there is no regulatory basis or sciehtific rationale for additional lead monitoring of any 



kind at Bear Run. For its part MMA is aware of no lead monitoring that is currently being conducted at 
any surface coal mine operating in the United States 



TO: John Watsc 

FROM: Bill Monnetl 

DATE: January 10, 

RE:'. Peabody M 
lhformation 

Appendix A 

ME ` MORAN QUM 

i, Baker & McKenzie, LLP 

McVehil-Monnett Associates, Inc: 

2012 

tlwest Mining, LLC Bear Run Mine — EPA Section 114'Request for 

- Inc. (MMA) ~~. has reviewed the U S EPA's Clean Air Act Sectiorn 114(a), 
d November.17, 2011 received by Peabody Midwest Mining., LLC (PMM)' 
located in:Carlisle Indiana. As tliscussed, t6e Section 114(a) request 	 . 

i collect and analyze three samples of Bear Run Mine coal for:lead content; 
thly sampling of Bear.Run Mine coal for Iead .content The:results of the 
below .  

ie Coal 

..,a k., ennnn'a.....  

McVehit-MonnetF Associates 
Req4est for fnformation, datE 
regarding Its Bear Run Mini 

~ includes a request for PMM t 
PMM currently conducts mol 
lead.sampling is summarized 

Lead Contenl of$ear Run Mi  

.. 	T4. ~ .. 	M..a4r.k1~ ........ 

thefr contract lab. This table shows the:average lead conceritration of Bear Run Mine coal to be 10.25. 
ppm, For comparison purposes the average natarally-occurnng background tead content of.lndiana soils 
is. 36.ppm. See USGS Element Concentrat(ons in So]Is and Other Surflcial Materials o( the-  Cotermmous 	 . 
United States, U. S. Geologica! Survey Pro%ssional Paper 1270 U S Government Printing Office.,.  
Washington, D .  C, 1984 ~  Therefore, Ithe average lead concentration of....Bear Run, ~~Mine coal .is . 
significantly less than the average background concentration in Indiana sods 

Conclusron  	 - 

Regular lead sampling conducted by PMM:at the Bear Run Mine confirma that lead content in Bear Run .: 
Mine coal is considerabfy less than naturally occurring ~. concentratrons found in Indiana soils ..These 
concentrations present no risk of exceedances of any :Clean Air Act:regulatory thresholds or Natronal 
AmpientAir Quality Standards. 

1 ' 



MONTHLY COAL LEAD CONTENT AT BEAR RUN MINE 
FOR 2011 

Locatfon: STK-TE Location: TE 
Low Sulfur Mid Sulfur , High Sutfur Low Sulfur High Sulfur 

Month ~ (PgtB) (Pg/g) 	~~~ ~ (Pgt9) 	~~~~ ~ ~ (N 	tg) (P9tg) ~ 

January 0:2 11 6 9.5 8.9 	" 9.0 

~ Ma ~ ~:~ 	 23.7 8.4 	' ~ 8.2~.'~~ 5.7~~~~ ~'~ 29.4 ~ 	 .. 
June . 	- 	10.0 	~~ 8.5 	~~~ 7.1 	~. 	: ~. 7:1 ~ ~ ~~ . 	$.7. .. ~ 

Juf ~~ ~ -~ 	 ~ 	 1~1.7~~. 	 ~ . 	10.7 	: - 5.9 	~~~~~~~ ~~ 6:8~~ --  ~:~~~6.fi - 
Au ust :: 	12.1 	. 9:9. 	~ 7.4 	: ~~~ 11.:5 ~ :9.7 ~ 

Se tember ~-: 	17.5 	~~ . 97 	. 82 	1 ~ 1.2:7 ~7.4 ~ 

~ October ~-: ~ 	11.3 	~ 	 ~~ 83 ~~ 	 - 7.0 	~ 	 ~~ ~~ 6.2` ~ > . 	t6.8  
November ~ ~~~ 12.9 	. ~.~ 10.4 	~~~~ 9.2~~~~~~. ~ 10.9 - ~. ' 	- ~ 16:4  
December 

: Minimum ~ ~ ~ 	 6.2  ~ 	 7.7 8.3 ~5.8 ~ 5.7 ~~ 	 ~ 

Maximum 23 7 12.1 9.2 	' 12:7 29.4 
Arith. Mean 13 29 

~~ . 	
9.55 7.57 8:86 10.49 

Geo ~.Mean ~.:~~ 1160 ~~ 9.50::.. :8.9 ~~.9.00: 6.20 .. 	 .. 

 of Coal Lead Conkent from AIf Samples: 

Parameter 	' Concentration (pglg) ' 
Minimum 	5.7 
Maximum   	.29.4  
Arith. Mean 	10,25 
Geo: Mean 	9.20 

Februa 10.8 	' 8.7 7 5.- 6 7' 7.5 
Mareh  16.9 ' 	12.1 5.8   8.4:  B.O 
A rib --. 	7.7  8.9 	' 8:1  10,5` ~ '- 8.7 
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